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OPINION OF THE COURT

PER CURI AM
This appeal arose out of an action to quiet title in rea
property |l ocated at No. 29 Strand Street, Frederiksted, St. Croix,
US. Virgin Islands (“Plot 29"). The followng issues are
presented for appellate review
1) Whet her there was an attorney/client rel ati onshi p between
Allan A Christian, Esq. (“Christian” or “appellant”) and
Isidore Giles, and, if so, whether that rel ati onshi p was
breached by Christian’s failure to disclose his alleged
ownership interest in Plot 29.
2) Whet her the Purchase Agreenent between Andrew
Giles and Christian, coupled with paynents from
Christian to Andrew Giles, created a |egal and
equi tabl e ownership interest in Plot 29.
3) Whet her appel | ee, | si dore Giles, acquired
ownership of Plot 29 by adverse possession within
the meaning of V.I. CobE ANN. tit. 28, § 11.
For the reasons stated below, this Court will affirm on other
grounds, the order of the trial court finding that Isidore Giles

is entitled to full, absolute and exclusive title to Plot 29.

I. FACTS AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY

In a deed of gift dated June 30, 1913 and recorded on July 10,
1913, Cornelius Giles (“Cornelius”) conveyed Plot 29 to his four
sons: Julius, Terrence, Andrew and Henry Giles

to hold in equal shares and possess with full right of

ownership on the followi ng conditions and terns set forth
her ei nabove:
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a. Full and unlimted use and benefit and i ncone of this
property reserved for nyself.

b. The shares belonging to the Donees . . . not yet of
age shall be exenpted and excluded from any and all
adm ni stration and control of the Upper Guardi an and t he
public authorities.

| hereby declare this property to be the property of ny
four children in equal shares to hold and possess with
full right of ownership on the condition and terns set
forth.

Excepting that the Donees shall tolerate and respect ny
father Julius Ferdinand Giles is entitled to full use
and benefit during his lifetine and that this use and
benefit be reserved for nyself after he has departed this
life.

This life interest of Cornelius Giles is OPEN of Record
Appear .

(Title Search of Jan. 22, 1970, at 1-2.)2? Isidore Augustine Giles
(“Giles” or “appellee”) was born in 1915, after the transfer of
Plot 29 to his four older brothers. (Brief of Appellee-Nelson at
6.) Despite this fact, Giles argued that Cornelius always told
himthat he was a “part owner” of Plot 29.

On January 16, 1934, Henry Giiles (“Henry”) died |eaving no
spouse or children to inherit his interest in Plot 29. Henry’'s

one-fourth share in Plot 29 reverted to his father, Cornelius.:?

2 A “life interest” is “[a] claimor interest in real or personal
property, not anpunting to ownership, and linmted by a termof life, either
that of the person in whomthe right is vested or that of another.” BLack s

Law Dictionary 924 (6th ed. 1990).
3 Pursuant to the | aw of descent and distribution in effect at the
time, the surviving parent of a son who died intestate leaving no surviving
(continued...)
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Cornelius died on August 14, 1948, leaving five sons
(Terrence, Julius, Andrew, |sidore, and anot her son naned Henry C.
Giles) and three daughters (Etla and Clarice Giles, and Doris
Giles Richards). Terrence Giles died on February 7, 1956, and
was survived by a daughter, Elaine Giles, who is presuned dead.
(Appendi x of Appellant (“App. of Appellant” at 55.) Julius Giles
(also referred to as “Buds”) died on August 2, 1970 and was
survived by a daughter, Rose Giles, who was naned as a def endant
in the action below, but could not be |ocated. (Response of
Appel l ee-Padilla at 1). Andrew Giles died on March 7, 1976
| eaving his wife, Theresa Giles, who subsequently died on August
24, 1988, a daughter, Florence Giles Credle, and a son, Victor
Giles. Therefore, the heirs of the grantees were |Isidore, Henry
C., Etla, Rose, Elaine, Clarice and Victor Giles, Doris Giles
Ri chards, and Florence Giles Credle.*

The |l egal battle for Plot 29 began in an action to quiet title

(Gwvil No. 903/1989) filed in 1989 by Allan A Christian, Esq.

3(...continued)

i ssue or spouse took the whole of the son's estate. See Code of St. (oix,
tit. I'l, ch. 16, 8§ 1(2) (1921) (current version at 15 V.1.C. § 84(3) (Mchie
1996 & Supp. 2000)).

4 Elaine Giles could not be located and is presuned dead. Rose
Giles also could not be | ocated. Accordingly, on August 14, 1995, the trial
judge ordered that service of process on defendants Rose and Elaine Giles be
made by publication, and further ordered that copies of the conplaint and
sumons be sent to said defendants via certified mail, return receipt
requested. The summons was published in the St. Croix Avis on 8/20, 8/27,
9/3, 9/10, 1995.
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(“Christian” or “appellant”). That action against Julius,
Terrence, Andrew and Henry Giles, as well as all other persons
claimng title to Plot 29, was subsequently dism ssed because
Christian thought he “woul d [ have] been able to resolve this with
M. Giles without having a suit pending against him or anyone
el se”, but “that never happened.” (App. of Appellant at 130.)
Christian, the son of Isidore Giles half sister, Esther Adans
Christian, alleged that in 1969 he executed an agreenent to
purchase Plot 29 from his uncle, Andrew Giles, and that he is
entitled to Andrew s interest in at |east one-fourth of Plot 29.°

Subsequently, in 1992, Giles brought the action below (G v.
No. 707/1992) to quiet title in Plot 29 on a theory of adverse
possessi on. Christian, the only defendant to answer Giles’
conplaint, denied Giles’ claims of ownership in Plot 29 and
counterclainmed alleging that he was the owner of that property
pursuant to the doctrines of equitable conversion and adverse
possession. Because Plot 29 was jointly owned by four brothers who
are now deceased (including Andrew Giles), Christian sought a

judgnment fromthe trial court declaring himthe sol e ower of Pl ot

5 Est her Adans Christian was the half sister of |sidore and Andrew

Giles. Appellee clarified this fact in response to Christian’s assertion at
trial that the conpl aint below was defective because it failed to name persons
who shoul d have been joined as heirs of Terrence Giles, nanely the estate of
Est her Adams Christian. Terrence, Julius (“Buds”) and Henry Giles were
neither related to Esther Adans Christian, nor to appellant, Christian. (See
Response of Appellee-Padilla at 9.)
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29. (1d. at 18-19.) The trial court ruled in favor of Giles on
his claim of adverse possession, and dismssed Christian’'s
counterclaim Christian noved for reconsideration, and that notion

was denied. The instant appeal foll owed.

IT. DISCUSSION
A. Jurisdiction and Standards of Review

This Court has appellate jurisdiction to review judgnents and
orders of the territorial court in all civil cases. See 4 V.I1.C
§ 33; Section 23A of the Revised Organic Act of 1954.°

In all actions tried upon the facts without a jury, the court
shall find the facts specially and state separately its concl usi ons
of law thereon. FebD. R Qv. P. 52(a). Therefore, this appellate
body nust first determ ne whether the trial judge's findings of
fact were sufficient to informthis Court of the bases for its
decision. (See App. of Appellant at 208-15.) W find that the
trial court addressed each elenent of proof, and the record is
adequate for review

Typi cal |y, we review the denial of a notion for
reconsi deration for abuse of discretion; however, where the deni al

is based on the interpretation or application of alegal principle,

6 The Revised Organic Act of 1954 is found at 48 U.S.C. § 1613a
(1994), reprinted in V.1. Cope AnN., Organic Acts, 73-177 (codified as anmended)
(1995 & Supp. 2000) (preceding V.I. Cope Ann. tit. 1) [“Revised Organic Act”].
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we exercise plenary review Gov’t of the Virgin Islands v. Sun

Island Car Rentals, Inc., 819 F.2d 430, 433 (3d Cr. 1987); Glasser

v. Gov’t of the Virgin Islands, Civ. No. 1993/214, 1995 W. 610614,

at *2 (D.V.1. 1994). Adverse possession clains are usually m xed

guestions of law and fact. 3 AM JUR 2D Adverse Possession § 321

(1986).7 “Findings of fact shall not be set aside unless clearly

erroneous and due regard shall be given to the opportunity of the

territorial court to judge the credibility of the witnesses.” 4

V.1.C. 8§ 33; FED. R QV. P. 52(a); Donohue v. Lynch, No. 1997/ 146,

1998 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 16228, at *4-5 (D.V.l. App. Div. Oct. 9,

1998).

B. There was an Attorney/Client Relationship Between Christian
and Griles, and That Relationship was Breached by Christian’s
Failure to Disclose His Claim to an Ownership Interest in Plot
29.

On April 25, 1985, unaware that his nephew, Christian, was
claimng aninterest in Plot 29, Giles went to Christian for |egal
assi stance in changing the name on the property tax records from
Henry Giiles to Isidore Giles. Giles paid Christian the sum of
One Hundred Dollars ($100.00) for a title search. (App. of
Appel  ant at 63; Appendi x of Appellee (“App. of Appellee”) at 19.)

Giles testified that at no tinme during that 1985 neeting did

7 Odinarily, the jury determ nes whet her facts exi st that

constitute adverse possession, and whether those facts are sufficient to
constitute adverse possession is a question of law for the court. 3 Aw. Jur.
20 Adverse Possession § 321 (1986) .
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Christian state that he had purchased Andrew s interest in Plot 29.
Giles further alleged that he never received a title search from
Christian, but because he considered Christian’ s all eged suggesti on
of a property auction to be “degrading” to “the |egacy of [his]
grandfather,” Giles sinply paid the fee, left Christian' s office,
and had no further contact with Christian to enquire about the
title search. (App. of Appellant at 79-80.) Giles, therefore,
contends that Christian attenpted to “hoodw nk” the court by
submtting a recently prepared letter to Giles wth an altered
date of May 14, 1985 which purportedly included a title search of
Pl ot 29. (Response of Appellee-Padilla at 5; App. of Appellant at
64.) Then, in aletter dated Decenber 15, 1989, Christian wote to
Giles:

Dear Uncl e |sidore:

During m d-1960 Uncl e Andrew si gned an agreenent to sel

me 29 Strand Street and | enclose a copy of that

agreenent for your information.

| need your assistance to reach any of Julius’ heirs whom
you may know.

My best regards to you and the famly.
(App. of Appellant at 146.)

Christian contends that there was no attorney/client
rel ati onshi p, because he “order[ed] atitle search for [Giles], as
a favor, from the Land Title and Trust Co., Inc.” (Brief of

Appel lant at 16.) At trial in 1996, the judge attenpted to clarify
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the substance of Giles and Christian’s discussion during their

nmeeting in 1985:

THE COURT: Dd you at that tinme, sir, when M.
Giles went to see you in your office back in 1985, did
you, sir, advise himthat you had an interest in this
very piece of property?

THE WTNESS: | don’t recall doing that, your Honor.

THE COURT: Are you aware that you had an ethica
responsibility to inform M. Giles that you had an
interest in this property?

THE WTNESS: Well, | would say yes, particularly if
he was interested in acquiring the property. I woul d
accept his testinony as to what he canme to ne for was to
get his nanme on the tax bill. | don’t recall precisely
what we di scussed.

At sone point he learned of ny interest init. But,
at that point, during the discussion when he asked ne to
assist himwth whatever it is | was to [have] done with
him | certainly agree with the Court, yes.

THE COURT: Well, did you conply with your ethical
responsibility? That is nmy question.

THE WTNESS: | cannot tell the Court if | didor if
| did not. | don't renenber the discussion. | know it
was very pleasant. That's all | can renenber. | had no
problens with M. Giles at all.

THE COURT: Wy do you believe you shoul d be granted
title to Lot No. 29?

THE WTNESS: | don't believe | should be granted
title to Plot 29, your Honor. | believe | should be
granted title to the interest of M. Andrew Giles. | am

not seeking title in Plot 29, just so nuch that Andrew
Gil es owned.

(App. of Appellant at 132-34.) This Court finds that there

sufficient factual support for the trial judge's ethical concerns.
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The facts are that Giles went to Christian seeking |ega
assi stance in having his nanme placed on the tax records for Plot
29, and Christian advised Giles that a title search would have to
be done. Christian charged Giles a fee of $100.00. Giles paid
the fee and presented his recei pt of paynent as evi dence before the
trial court.

Wth this evidence before the court, the trial judge raised
et hi cal concerns about Christian's conduct in |light of the American
Bar Association’s Mdel Rules of Professional Conduct, Rule 1.7
which provides in relevant part that “[a] |awer shall not
represent a client if the representation of that client may be
materially [imted . . . by the lawer's own interests unless: (1)
the |awer reasonably believes the representation will not be
adversely affected; and (2) the client consents after consultation.

.” The trial court also relied upon Disciplinary Rule 5-101(A)
whi ch provides that “[e] xcept after full disclosure, alawer shal
not accept enploynent if the exercise of his professional judgnent
on behalf of his client will be or reasonably nay be affected by
his own financial, business, property, or personal interests.”

This Court affirms the trial judge' s finding that there was an
attorney/client relationship between Christian and Gil es. The
trial judge expressed wel | -founded concern that Christian perforned

atitle search on Plot 29 for Giles, but neglected to disclose his
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own asserted interest in that property. The trial judge al so noted
that Christian knew Giles wanted his nanme on the property tax
bills, presumably to pay the bills, yet failed to disclose his
conflicting interest in the property. When asked by the tria
j udge whet her he had paid taxes since 1989, Christian testified:

THE WTNESS: On that property? The property, no

your Honor. No. | tried to pay it one year and found
out that it had been paid. And, | also tried severa
times and found out that it had been paid and I couldn’'t
pay it. They won’t accept a double paynent. | think it

woul d just be a paynent for ne to show -
THE COURT: Well, when did you try to pay this?
THE WTNESS: | believe |I tried this through M.
Farchette. | asked him-Il called himand | asked himif
the property taxes had been paid on the property.
THE COURT: Wen was this, sir?
THE WTNESS: | don’t renenber the year, your Honor
It may have been sone tine after the storm | don’t
remenber. If | tell you a--you a certain day | would be
lying to the Court.
(App. of Appellant at 134-35.) Based upon the evi dence presented,
this Court wll affirmthe trial judge' s finding that there was an
attorney/client relationship, and that Christian’s “conduct
create[d] at |east the appearance that [he] intended to allow
Giles to mstakenly pay taxes on property that Christian

purportedly owned.” (Id at 213.)

C. The Trial Court Did Not Err In Finding That Christian Failed
To Present Sufficient Evidence To Support His Claim Of
Equitable Conversion Based Upon The Purchase Agreement.
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Under a theory of equitable conversion, a purchaser becones
t he equi tabl e owner of the | and upon execution of the contract, and
the seller retains legal title nerely as security for paynent of
t he unpai d purchase noney. See, e.g., Ransom v. Marrazzo, 848 F. 2d
398, 407 (3d CGr. 1988) (citation omtted); Zitzelberger v.
Salvatore, 458 A.2d 1021, 1022 (Pa. Super. 1983).

The agreenent to purchase prepared by Christian and titled
“Contract of Sale and Purchase of Realty” provides in pertinent
part:

1. TH' S AGREEMENT, nade this day of May, 1969 by and
bet ween ANDREWH. GRI LES, of 131 Saint N chol as Ave., New
York, N.Y. 10026, as Seller and ALLAN A. CHRI STI AN, of
Frederi ksted, St. Croix, Virgin Islands, as Buyer.

2. WHEREBY IT IS AGREED that the Seller will convey to
the Buyer and the Buyer will purchase fromthe Seller,
upon the terns and conditions herein set forth, the real
property situated on the Island of St. Croix, in the
United States Virgin Islands, to wit[]:

No. 29 Strand Street
Frederi ksted, St. Croix
US Virgin Islands

3. TOGETHER with the hereditanents, appurtenances and
tenenents t hereunto bel ongi ng.

4. THE PRICE of the Seller’s interest in the plot herein
i s Ten Thousand Dol | ars ($10, 000. 00), payabl e as fol |l ows:
Fi ve Hundred has been paid as a binder and part paynent,
the recei pt of which is hereby acknow edged; One Thousand
Dol l ars ($1,000.00) will be paid on or before 1 August
1969; the bal ance of $8,500.00 will be paid on or before
15 Decenber, 1969.

5. IT IS expressly agreed that Seller will execute a
Quit CaimDeed upon the paynment of the purchase price
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her ei n.

6. IT 1S expressly agreed that in event of default by
the Buyer as provided herein Seller my retain all
paynments made and is entitled to specific performance.
Buyer is in default if paynent isn't nade within thirty
days when paynent is due wi thout notice whatsoever from
Seller. Seller is in default if he refuses to conply
with the terns hereof and agrees that Seller is entitled
to specific performance.

(App. of Appellant at 20.) This agreenent was recorded in the Rea
Property Register on St. Croix, Virgin Islands on June 9, 1969.
(rd. at 21.) Christian testified at the bench trial in February
1996:

| agree to pay him $10,000, and subnmitted periodic
paynments to him

The evidence of the canceled checks were kept
together in a box; and during the stormHugo, all of the
stuff was wet and deteriorated, had to be thrown away.
| managed to find a cancel check indicating one paynent
for a thousand dollars and sonme letters indicating a
recei pt of the noney sent to ny uncle, Andrew Giles .

| therefore claimthat | amentitled to the interest
of Andrew Giles. W did not procure a docunment of
title, a deed or anything else from him because at the
time | believe | was in school again and he died and the
matter rested there until this matter cane up. And, so
| assert ny right under the agreenent to acquire the
interest of Andrew Griles pursuant to the contract.

(1d. at 46, 53.)
The only evidence of paynent Christian was able to produce was
a check dated Decenber 13, 1969 in the anount of $1,000.00, (id. at

104, 191), and a letter allegedly witten by Andrew Giles
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acknow edging receipt of $500.00. (1d. at 105.) Christian
i ntroduced four letters into evidence:

One dated August 1, 1969, indicating that a check of a

t housand dollars was sent. Another one dated April 18,

1969, communicating with him about the selling of the

property to nme, thanking himfor his decision for selling

it to ne.

Anot her letter dated March 11th, telling himthat |

had tried to reach the other co-owner who he referred to

as “Uncle Bud”. | think his name was Julius Giles.

And, the May 18, 1969 letter transmtting the contract,

and a check of $500 as a binder and part paynent.
(1d. at 106-07, 153-57.) Although Christian alleges that he paid
the full purchase price for Plot 29, he never obtained the deed
because he was away at school at the tine the paynments were
conpleted, and “in trying to make a living,” he sinply never
pursued it. (Id. at 136.)

| sidore Giles contends, on the other hand, that the $1, 000. 00
check paid to the order of Andrew Giles, is not evidence of an
al | eged sal e, because that check was endorsed by Theresa Gl es,
who was not the payee. (Response of Appellee-Padilla at 6; App. of
Appel lant at 108-09.) In short, Giles contends that Christian
failed to provide clear and convi nci ng evi dence of paynent in full.

Havi ng wei ghed the credibility of the witnesses, the tria
court found that:

Even assumi ng the validity of the purchase agreenent
in this case, however, Christian cannot expect equity to
recogni ze any i nterest where he has presented no credible

evi dence that he ever paid the full purchase price. Even
if the Court were to accept his testinony that the $1, 000
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check in evidence was paynent toward the purchase pri ce,

Christian has not adequately explained his failure to

obtain a deed from Andrew Giles after he purportedly

paid the full purchase price. Moreover, if Christian

consi dered hinself either the |l egal or equitable owner of

the property, then it is inexplicable that he did not

reveal his interest to Isidore Giles when he reported

the results of his title search. These inconsistencies

are too significant to ignore. The Court thus concl udes

t hat based on the evidence presented at trial, Christian

has no | egal or equitable interest in the property.
(App. of Appellant at 213.) The facts presented are squarely
behind the trial court’s ruling, and this Court will affirmthe
di smissal of Christian’s counterclaim which was based upon the
doctrine of equitable conversion.

D. Appellee, Isidore Griles, is Entitled to Full and Exclusive
Title and Possession of Plot 29 Strand Street, Frederiksted.

| sidore Giles conmenced this action on July 1, 1992 seeking
to quiet title to Plot 29. On August 18, 1992, Christian filed an
answer denying Griles’ interest in said property, and asserting his
right to Plot 29 on theories of equitable conversion and adverse
possessi on. Havi ng addressed Christian’ s equitabl e conversionclaim
in Section C of this discussion, this Court will now focus upon
Giles' and Christian’ s clainms of adverse possession.

Adver se possessi on under the Virgin I sl ands Code i s defined as
“the uninterrupted, excl usi ve, act ual , physi cal adver se,
conti nuous, notorious possession of real property under claimor
color of title for 15 years or nore . . . .” 28 V.1.C. 8§ 11. The

trial judge analyzed of the nerits of Giles' claim of adverse
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possession, and found that he was entitled to full and excl usive
title to Plot 29. VWhile we affirm Giles’ ownership interest in
Pl ot 29, we do so on other grounds, because Giiles failed to prove
the el enents of adverse possession.

For exanpl e, there was no evidence that Giles’ possessi on was
adverse or hostile. Giles testified that he notified his
brothers, the record title holders of Plot 29, that he intended to
take the property and assune the tax obligations, and they did not
object. The Pennsylvania Suprene Court has held that “(w)here the
possession, at its inception, is permssive the statute will not
begin to run against the real owner until there has been sone
subsequent act of disseizin [sic] or open disavowal of the true
owner's title . . . . The burden is upon the person claimng by
adverse possession to establish when his adverse hol di ng began.”
Moser v. Granquist, 66 A 2d 267, 268 (Pa. 1949) (citations
omtted); see Roman v. Roman, 401 A 2d 361 (Pa. 1979); cf. Gee v.
CBS, Inc., 471 F. Supp. 600, 655 (E.D.Pa.), aff'd mem., 612 F.2d
572 (3d Cir. 1979) (“hostility” neans that true owner has not
consented to the possession). Mor eover, assum ng arguendo that
Giles was a cotenant,

adver se possession, if by a coheir or cotenant, does not

begin to run until there is an actual ouster of the other

heirs, or sone clear, unequivocal act or declaration by

t he coheir or cotenant in possession, brought home to the
remai ning coheirs and cotenants, showng a claim of
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excl usi ve ownership of the whole, amounting to, or the

equi valent of, an ouster of the other coheirs and

cotenants.
Commercial Union Assurance Co. v. Pucci, 523 F. Supp. 1310, 1315
(WD. Pa. 1981) (quoting Hanley v. Stewart, 39 A 2d 323, 328 (Pa.
Super. 1944)). On this elenent alone, Giles’ claimnust fail.

On Septenber 29, 1992, Victor Giles conveyed all of his
right, title and interest in Plot 29 to his uncle, Giles. (Id at
38.) Then, on Novenber 30, 1992, that quitclaim deed was fil ed
w th the Recorder of Deeds on St. Croix. Christian noved to cancel
t hat quitclai mdeed because Andrew Gri |l es had al ready conveyed t hat
interest to Christian in 1969, depriving Victor Giles of any
“proprietary right [Jor interest in[P]lot 29” to convey. (Notice,
Mot. and Mem for Cancellation of Quit ClaimDeed at 2.) The tri al
judge denied Christian’s notion for cancellation on Septenber 1,
1993. Then, in May and June 1995, Victor Giles, Florence Giles
Credle and Doris Giles Richards executed sworn consents rel easing
unto Isidore Giiles any and all right, title or interest they have
or may have in and to Plot 29. The fact that the individuals
having an interest in Plot 29 either did not respond to the
conpl ai nt or conveyed their respective interests to Giles, coupled
with the court’s finding that Christian had not presented
sufficient evidence in support of his counterclains, was all that

was required to quiet title in Giles.
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Wth regard to Christian’s counterclaim of ownership on a
theory of adverse possession, the trial court found that he had
failed to neet his burden of establishing the el enents thereof by
clear and convincing evidence. Virgin Islands Code establishes
““actual possession’, and not nere ‘assertions’ or ‘clains’ of
possession, [as] the controlling factor in establishing adverse
possessi on of property.” Fleming v. Frett, 33 V.|I. 58, 64 (Terr.
Ct. 1995); 28 V.1.C. 8 11. A review of the transcript indicates
that the trial court did not err in finding that Christian had
failed to present any evidence in support of his adverse possession
claim Finally, thetrial judge's finding that Christian’s failure
to disclose his interest in Plot 29 to Giles in 1985 negated the
open and notorious el ements needed for adverse possession is not
clearly erroneous. The nature of Christian and Giles’
relationship in 1985 was di scussed supra in Section B.

This Court affirnms the trial judge's ruling quieting titleto
Plot 29 in Isidore Giles. W do so, however, on the basis of the
vari ous conveyances by those having interests in the property, as
wel | as those whose interests were extingui shed by publication, and

not on the basis of adverse possession.

ITII. CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated, we find no abuse of discretion in the
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trial judge’'s denial of Christian’s notion for reconsideration.
This Court will affirm on other grounds, the decision of the
Territorial Court that Isidore Gilesis entitledto full, absolute
and exclusive title to Plot 29, Strand Street, Frederiksted, St.
Croix. The Court will further affirmthe trial judge's dism ssal
of Allan A. Christian’s counterclaim

ENTERED t his 31 day of May 2001.

ATTES ST:
WILFREDO F. MORALES
Clerk of the Court

/s/

By: Deputy Clerk



